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Introduction
ThepresentstudyevaluatesJapaneseEFLwriters・perceptionsoftheeffectsofdirect
andindirectwrittencorrectivefeedback(WCF)ontheiracquisitionofgrammaticalforms.
EarlierresearchershaveproposedthatindirectWCFthatmakesL2learnersstruggleto
recognize,andrepair,theirownerrorstendstodeepentheirnoticingandfacilitatetheir
acquisitionofgrammaticalforms(Swain&Lapkin,1995;Qi&Lapkin,2001;Sachs&Polio,
2007).Learnerspay closeattention to thetargetform and noticethegapsin their
interlanguage,andcognitiveprocessinginvolvedinthisprocessisbelievedtohaveapositive
effectonlanguageacquisition.Thispositionisinaccordwiththemajortenetoffocus-on-
form instruction,whichisintendedtodraw learners・attentiontotargetlinguisticforms
duringcommunicativelanguageactivities,asopposedtothefocus-on-formstreatmentthat
directlypresentsisolatedtargetforms(Long,1991;Doughty& Varela,1998;Doughty&
Wiliams,1998).However,therehasalso been evidencethatlower-proficiency students
sometimesbenefitfrom directWCF (Qi& Lapkin,2001;Sheen,2007;Ferris,2011).The
presentstudyexploresboththepositiveandnegativefeaturesofdirectandindirectWCF
from EFLlearners・perspectivebasedonqualitativedatadrawnfrom agroupofJapanese
universitystudents.TheobtaineddataarelikelytohelpEFL writingteachersprepare
―12―
学苑英語コミュニケーション紀要 No.918 12～36（20174）
JapaneseEFLWriters・Perceptionsof
theEffectsofDirectandIndirectWCF
onLanguageAcquisition
YoshimasaOgawa
Abstract
ThepresentstudyevaluatedJapaneseEFLwriters・perceptionsoftheeffectsofdirectand
indirect written corrective feedback (WCF)on their acquisition ofgrammaticalforms.
Participantswere42first-yearEnglishmajorsataJapaneseuniversity,andtheirperception
ofvariousfeaturesofdirectandindirectcorrectivefeedbackwasfathomedthroughsemi-
structuredinterviewsandaquestionnairesurvey.Theresultsshowedthatalparticipants
appreciatedprovisionofindirectWCFwhichengagedthem incognitiveprocessingandhelped
them acquiregrammaticalformsbut,atthesametime,indicatedthatdirectcorrectionwasan
indispensableinstrumentforidentifying complex structuresquickly and accurately.The
participantshadatendencytoregardwritingassignmentsastaskstofinish,ratherthanas
atrial-and-errorprocessforlanguageacquisition,buttherewasevidencethatthemost
attentiveordedicatedlearnersstartedassuming an increasingly positiveattitudetoward
draftingduringthesemester.
lessonplansthatmatchtheirstudents・needsandpreferences.
Participantswere42first-yearstudentswhomajoredinEnglishlinguisticsandliteratureat
aprivateJapaneseuniversity.Thedatawerecolectedthroughsemi-structuredinterviews(n
＝10)andaquestionnairesurvey(n＝42).A closeanalysisofEFLlearners・preferencefor
eitherdirectorindirectWCFisanimportantfoundationforfuturestudiesonhow WCF
mightinfluenceEFLwriters・acquisitionofgrammaticalformsorwhaterrortypeismore
amenabletodirectorindirectfeedback.Inadditiontotheparticipants・generalpreference
foreitherdirectorindirectWCF,theinterviewsprobedtheirperceptionsofpositiveand
negativefeaturesofdifferenttypesofindirectfeedback(e.g.,indirectfeedbackusingerror
codes,provision ofreformulated phrasesorsentences,metalinguisticexplanations,and
orthographicenhancement).
Theeffectivenessofdirecterrorcorrectionordifferenttypesofindirectfeedbackmay
also depend on theskil componentsofL2 writing (e.g.,grammar,lexis,paragraph
constructiondevices,andmechanics).Forexample,Bitchener,Young,andCameron(2005)
indicatedthatexplicitindirectWCFwasmoreeffectivefortheacquisitionofsyntacticrules
(thesimplepasttenseorthedefinitearticle)than fortheacquisition oflexicalitems
(prepositions).Ontheotherhand,VanBeuningen,DeJong,andKuiken・s(2012)study
showedthatdirectcorrectionwasmoreeffectivefortheacquisitionofsyntacticforms
whereas indirectWCF was better for non-syntacticitems including lexis.Thus,the
effectivenessofdirectorindirectfeedbackmustbefurtheranalyzedinreferencetotarget
grammaticalformsaswel.Thelearnersmay preferdifferentformsoffeedback for
differentgrammaticalforms.
Anotherpointthatdeservesspecialattentionisrelatedtolearners・L2proficienciesand
learning experiences.Asmentionedabove,although indirectcorrectivefeedback induces
cognitiveprocessing,learnerswhoarestrugglingwithbasicgrammaticalformsordonot
haveenough lexicalknowledgemay experiencedifficultieswhen responding toindirect
feedbackandthusreacttoeitherdirectorindirectfeedbackintheiruniqueways.The
presentstudyfocusedonalocalEFLclassroom situationinvolvingagroupoffirst-year
Englishmajorsanddidnotaim forgeneralizationinthefirstplace.However,theresults,
whencomparedwiththefindingsfrom otherstudieswithdifferentlearnergroupsofhigher
orlowerEnglishproficiencies,cancontributetobetterunderstandingoftheoveraleffects
ofWCFonJapaneseEFLwriters・acquisitionofgrammaticalforms.
LiteratureReview
DirectErrorCorrectionorIndirectFeedback
Thissectionreviewsthestudiesinsupportofindirectcorrectionandthoseinsupport
ofdirectcorrection.Variousfunctionsofeithertypeofwrittenfeedbackarereviewed.
EarlierstudiesinvestigatingtheeffectsofdirectandindirectWCFonlanguageacquisition
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producedmixedresults.Manystudiesindicatedthatindirectfeedback,whichguidedlearners
tofindandcorrecttheirownerrors,wasmoreeffective,whereassomeshowedthatdirect
feedbackwasmoreeffective.Othersindicatedthatindirectanddirectfeedbackhelpedto
improvedifferentaspectsofL2writing.Itmustalsobenoticedthattheuseofanerror
codingsystem andtheprovisionofmetalinguisticexplanationstwomajortypesofindirect
WCFarelikelytoservedifferentpurposes.
Chandler(2003)indicated thatdirecterrorcorrection had itsadvantageoverthe
descriptionoferrortypes.Chandlerengaged36ESLstudentsintheUnitedStatesinatask
ofautobiographywritingandcomparedtheeffectsofdirectcorrection,descriptionoferror
types,andunderlining.Theresultsshowedthatdirectcorrectionhelpedtoimprovethe
participants・accuracyinafolowingwritingassignmentmoresignificantlythantheerror-
typedescription.Learnersalsoseemedtoreceivelessdiscouragementfrom underlining(i.e.,
asimplerform ofindirectWCF)thanfrom errortypedescription.
However,manystudieshaveindicatedthatindirectWCFismoreeffective.Hendrickson
(1978)proposed thatindirectfeedback thatguided them tonoticetheirown linguistic
problemshadagreaterlong-term effectonlanguageacquisitionbysummarizingtheearlier
researchers・observationsandtheories.Then,Lalande・s(1982)study,involvingagroupof
intermediateGerman-as-a-Foreign-Languagestudentsata US university,showed that
indirectWCFwasmoreeffectivethandirectWCF.ThegroupthatreceivedindirectWCF
using errorcodesgained greateraccuracy than thegroup thatreceived directerror
correctioninthetasksofwritingshortessays.
FerrisandRoberts(2001)comparedtheeffectsof(a)underliningandindicationoferror
typesusing codesand (b)underlining only on L2 writers・abilitiesto self-edittheir
grammaticalerrors.Theyaskedtwoexperimentalgroupsandacontrolgroupthatreceived
nofeedbacktowritea50-minutediagnosticessayandanalyzedtheirself-editedessaysto
show thatthecodesgroupandtheunderlininggroupcorrectedasignificantlygreater
percentageoferrorsintheirownessaysthantheno-feedbackgroup,althoughtherewasno
significantdifferencebetweenthetwofeedbackgroups.
Ferris(2006)evaluatedWCF・slong-term andshort-term influenceon ESL students・
essay-writing by analyzing thestudents・responsesto each category offeedback.The
participants,92ESLstudentsataUSuniversity,submittedthreedraftsforeachofthefour
writingassignments,andtheteachersprovidedcontent-basedfeedbackonthefirstdrafts
andform-focusedfeedbackontheseconddraftsusingcodesthatindicated15errorcategories.
Thesecondandthirddraftsforeachwritingassignmentwerecomparedtodeterminethe
students・successfulediting.Theseconddraftsforthefirstandfourthwritingassignments
werecomparedtodeterminetheeffectsofform-focusedfeedbackonthestudents・acquisition
ofgrammaticalforms.Theresultsshowedthatindirectform-focusedfeedbackenabledthe
studentstorepairtheirerrorsonnewdrafts80％ ofthetime,indicatingthatindirectWCF
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hadapositiveshort-term effect.Thestudentsalsomadesignificantlyfewererrorsintheir
fourthessaysthaninthefirstessays,evidencingapositivelong-term effect.
Analternativeform ofWCFisprovisionofreformulatedphrasesorsentences,which
requiresL2writerstocomparetheirownsentenceswiththeprovidedmodelformsand
analyzetheirownerrors.QiandLapkin(2001)analyzedtheprocessesinwhichtwoChinese
ESLlearnersofdifferentEnglishproficienciescomposedanL2textinresponsetoapicture
promptinEnglishandcomparedtheirdraftswithareformulatedversionpreparedbya
nativespeaker.Later,theparticipantswereaskedtorevisetheirdrafts,ataskthatthey
hadnotbeeninformedofinadvance.Language-relatedepisodesextractedfrom thethink-
aloudprotocolsshowedthattheparticipantsdeepenedtheirnoticing in theprocessof
strugglingtorecognize,andfindsolutionsto,thelinguisticproblemsintheirwriting.The
resultsalsoshowedthatthehigher-proficiencylearner,whowasmorecapableofautonomously
solving thenoticedproblems,benefitedmorefrom thewriting andfeedback-processing
tasks.
SachsandPolio(2007)alsocomparedtheeffectsofdirectcorrectionandprovisionof
reformulationsonESLstudents・abilitytorevisetheirwritings.Inthefirstpartoftheir
study,theparticipants(N＝15)wroteastoryinresponsetoaseriesofpictures,received
directcorrections,and,later,revisedtheirwritingwithnoaccesstothecorrectedversion
during thefirstweek;during thenextweek,they received reformulated sentencesto
comparetheirownwritingswith.Thewithin-subjectscomparisonshowedthattheparticipants
used grammaticalforms(e.g.,choiceofprepositions,gerund vs.infinitive,subject-verb
agreement,verbformation)moreaccuratelyintheerrorcorrectionconditionthaninthe
reformation condition.However,in their folow-up study with a greater number of
participants(N＝54),SachsandPolioconductedabetween-subjectscomparisonamongthree
experimentalgroups(i.e.,receivingdirectcorrection,receivingreformulation,reformulation
plusthink-aloudtreatments)andacontrolgroup.Theresultsshowedthatthegroupthat
receivedthereformulation plusthink-aloudtreatment,which wasintendedtoinducea
higherlevelofawareness,outperformedthecontrolgroup.
Anothermajorform ofindirectWCF,whichhasbeenascommonlyutilizedasanerror
codingsystem,ismetalinguisticexplanation.Sheen(2007)evaluatedtheeffectsof(a)direct
correctionwithmetalinguisticfeedbackand(b)directcorrectiononlyontheacquisitionof
theEnglisharticles.Participantswere91ESLstudentsataUSlanguageprogram.She
administeredaspeededdictationtest,awritingtest,andanerrorcorrectiontesttothetwo
experimentalgroupsandano-feedbackgroup.Thecomparisonbetweenthethreegroups・
meansatpretest,immediateposttest,anddelayedposttestindicatedthatthemetalinguistic
feedbackcontributedtolearners・long-term acquisitionofthetargetform.Thestudyalso
showedthatparticipantswithhighaptitudeforlanguageanalysistendedtobenefitmore
from metalinguisticfeedback.
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BitchenerandKnoch(2009)evaluatedtheeffectsofmetalinguisticexplanationonthe
acquisitionoftheEnglishdefiniteandindefinitearticles,involvingESLstudentsinNew
Zealand.Theycomparedtheeffectivenessof(a)writtenmeta-linguisticexplanationandan
oralform-focusedreview ofit,(b)writtenmeta-linguisticexplanation,or(c)errorcircling;
alofthethreeexperimentalgroupsoutperformedthecontrolgroup,buttherewasno
significantdifferencebetweenthreegroups.Ontheotherhand,BitchenerandKnoch(2010)
evaluatedtheeffectivenessofthesamethreetypesofWCF againandshowedthatthe
groupsthatreceivedwritten metalinguisticexplanation with orwithoutan oralform-
focusedreviewachievedsignificantlygreateraccuracythanerrorcircling.
Shintaniand Elis (2013)compared the effects ofdirect corrective feedback and
metalinguisticexplanationonESLlearners・accurateuseoftheEnglishindefinitearticleand
indicatedthatmetalinguisticexplanationwasmoreeffectivethandirectfeedback.A group
oflow-intermediateESL students(N＝49)in theUnited Statesweredivided into two
experimentalgroup(receivingeithermetalinguisticfeedbackordirectcorrection)andone
controlgroup(receivingnofeedback)andengagedthem inawrittenpicture-description
task.Thetwoexperimentalgroupssubsequentlyproducedtwonew piecesofwriting.The
resultsshowed thatonly themetalinguisticgroup outperformed thecontrolgroup in
accuracy,whereastheiraccurateusewasnotmaintaineduntilthedelayedwritingtasktwo
weekslater.ShintaniandElis・sinterpretationwasthatdirectcorrectivefeedbackhadno
effecton L2 learners・acquisition ofthe indefinite article atal,and metalinguistic
explanationhadapositiveeffectontheirexplicitknowledgeofthetargetform buthadno
effectontheirimplicitknowledge.
Aside from the effectiveness of the provision of error codes or metalinguistic
explanations, Bitchener, Young, and Cameron (2005) proposed that teacher-student
conferencecanplayamajorsupportingrolewhencombinedwithothertypesofWCF.
Bitcheneretal.engaged53adultmigrantstudentsinNewZealandinfour250-wordwriting
tasksduringa12-weekexperimentalperiodandcomparedtheeffectsof(a)explicitWCF
(indicationofungrammaticalpartsandprovisionofmetalinguisticexplanationsimmediately
aftertheindicatedungrammaticalparts)ongrammaticalerrorsandstudent-teacherindividual
conferences,(b)explicitWCF only and (c)no-feedback treatmenton theparticipants・
abilitiestousethreedifferentgrammaticalrules(prepositions,thesimplepasttense,and
thedefinitearticle).Theresultsshowedthattheexplicitfeedbackwithindividualconferences
hadasignificantlypositiveeffectontheiraccuracywiththedefinitearticleandthepast
tense,whichwererule-governedlinguisticfeatures,whereasprepositionswerenotequaly
amenabletothesametreatment.
Finaly,itisnoteworthy thatdirectandindirectWCF can play differentrolesin
facilitatingtheirlanguagelearning.VanBeuningen,DeJong,andKuiken(2012)compared
theeffectsofdirectandindirectWCFonL2Dutchlearners・abilitiestoedittheirdraftsand
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towriteaccuratelyonanew topic.Participants,268secondaryschoolstudentslearning
Dutchastheirsecondlanguage,wroteaboutthebiologicalfeaturesofaninsectinabout120
words.They weredivided into ExperimentalGroup 1 thatreceived directcorrection,
ExperimentalGroup 2thatreceived indirectcorrectivefeedback using an errorcoding
system,ControlGroup1thatreceivednoCFandself-editedtheirwritings,andControl
Group2thatreceivednoCFandengagedinacompletelynew writingtask.Thestudy
producedevidencethatdirectcorrection contributedmoretotheparticipants・gainsin
syntacticaccuracy(e.g.,abilitiestoproducesyntacticalycorrectformsinvolvingarticles,
inflections,wordorder),andindirectCFresultedinimprovingnon-syntacticaccuracygains
(e.g.,related to lexis,pragmatics,orthography).Interestingly,thisiscontrasted with
Bitcheneretal.・s(2005)study thatindicatedthatindirectWCF providing briefin-text
commentscontributedtotheacquisitionofrule-governedsyntacticforms.
From theperspectiveoflearnerpsychology,indirectWCFusingcodesheightenedL2
writers・motivationforwritingandrevising.ThequestionnairesectionofFerrisandRoberts・
(2001)studyindicatedthatthemostpopularerrorcorrectiontechniquewasfortheteacher
tomarkandlabelerrorswithcodes.TheparticipantsinChandler・s(2003)studyalsofelt
thattheylearnedmorefrom self-correctionbasedonthedescriptionsoferrortypes.
Overal,theeffectsofdirecterrorcorrection,indirectcorrection using codes,and
metalinguisticexplanationsseemedtoservedifferentfunctionsindifferentlearningcontexts
orin combination with differenttypesoffeedback.Therehasalsobeen evidencethat
learnerswithhigherL2proficienciesoraptitudestendtoutilizeindirectfeedbackmore
efficientlyandthatsomegrammaticalformsaremoreamenabletoeitherdirectorindirect
feedback.Thepurposeofthepresentstudy istoprobetheparticipants・psychological
reactionsto WCF in detailin lightofthetypeoffeedback,proficiency,and target
grammaticalform throughin-depthinterviewsandaquestionnairesurvey.
ResearchQuestions
Thefolowingthreeresearchquestionsguidedthisstudy.
ResearchQuestion1:DoJapaneseEFLstudentsgeneralyperceivedirecterrorcorrectionto
bemoreeffectiveandusefulthanindirectWCF,ordotheyperceiveindirectWCFas
moreeffective?
Research Question 2:WhatdoJapaneseEFL studentsperceivetobethepositiveand
negativefeaturesofindirectWCF?
Research Question 3:WhatdoJapaneseEFL studentsperceivetobethepositiveand
negativefeaturesofdirecterrorcorrection?
Therewasnoapriorihypothesisforanyoftheresearchquestionsproposed.
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Method
Theinterview andquestionnairesurveydataforthepresentstudywerecolectedfrom
thesamegroupofstudentswhoparticipatedinthisauthor・s(Ogawa,2017)earlierstudy.
Therefore,itisacknowledgedthattheparticipants,theinstructionaltreatment,andpartof
theinstrumentationandprocedurefordatacolectionandanalysisoverlapthoseinthe
precedingpaper.Someofthedetaileddescriptions,aswelastherationalefortheuseof
semi-structuredinterviewandnarrativeanalysis,arenotincludedinthepresentpaper.
ResearchSiteandParticipants
Thepresentprojectisanactionresearchstudytoidentifywaystoimprovethequality
ofanEFLcourseataJapaneseuniversityinTokyo.Itisbeyondthescopeandnatureof
thisstudytogeneralizebeyonditsboundary.Theteacherwastheresearcherhimself,and
43first-yearstudentsenroledinthereadingandwritingcourseinthefalof2014(n＝25)
orinthespringof2015(n＝18)participatedintheresearchproject.Thestudentswereal
femaleandmajoredinEnglishlanguageandliterature.Themeanofthe2014group・s
TOEICscoreswas519.80(SD＝14.92),andthatofthe2015group・sscoreswas393.06(SD
＝68.09).
Forty-twoofthe43participantsrespondedtoaquestionnairesurvey,and10(sixin2014
and fourin 2015)voluntarily participated in interview sessions.Thedraftsthatthe
participantssubmittedduringthecourseworkwerealsoanalyzedasadditionaldatato
determinetheirperceptionsof,andresponseto,theprovidedwrittenfeedback.
InstructionalProcedure
Theparticipantssubmittedthreedraftsforeachofthefourwritingassignmentsduring
thesemester,thatis,afterreceiving theteacher・sexplanationsabouttheparagraph
structurefor a new rhetoricalpattern and engaging in controled writing exercises.
Regarding thefirsttwowriting assignmentsforthe2014group,theteacherprovided
content-basedfeedbackandparagraph-structurefeedbackonthefirstdraftandprovided
form-focusedfeedbackontheseconddraft,usingerrorcodes(e.g.,WW forwrongword,art
forarticles).Asforthethirdandfourthwritingtasks,however,theteachermodifiedhis
policyandprovidedsomeform-focusedfeedback,aswelascontent-basedfeedback,onthe
firstdraftandofferedadditionalform feedbackontheseconddraft.Thiswasbecausethe
intervieweesin2014expressedtheirpreferenceforcontinualprovisionofform feedback.On
thethirddraft,theteachercorrectedaltheremaininggrammaticalerrorsdirectlyand
offeredanoveralcommentoneachparticipant・swriting.Thegradesweregivenonlyonthe
lastdraftbasedonthequalityofthefinalproductandtheparticipants・effortsinthe
revisingprocesses.
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InstrumentationandProcedureforDataColection
Interviewdesignandprocedure.Semi-structuredinterviewswereconductedtounderstand
how theparticipantsperceived,orreactedto,teacherwrittenfeedback(seeMishler(1986)
andSeidman(2006)forresearchinterviewing).Theinterviewerencouragedtheinformantsto
recounttheirpersonallanguage-learningexperiences,incidents,orepisodesinandoutsideof
thecourseandtriedtofindcommonalitiesanddifferenceswithinorbetweeninformants.
TheinterviewswereconductedinJapanesesothattheparticipantswouldfeelrelaxedand
freelydescribetheirbeliefsaboutpositiveandnegativeaspectsofWCFandrecounttheir
experiences.
Theresearcherconductedaltheinterviewsbyhimselfandinterviewedoneparticipant
atatimeinhisoffice,andalinterviewswereaudiotapedfrom thebeginningtotheendfor
latertranscription.Eachinterviewsessiontookabout20minutes,andeachparticipantwas
interviewedtwice.Thefirst-roundinterviewswereadministeredatahalf-waypointduring
thesemester.BroadquestionshadbeenpreparedconcerningtheirL2writingstrategies,
theirperceptionoftherolesofwrittenfeedback,andthetypeoramountoffeedbackthey
preferredtoreceive.Thesecondinterviewswereconductedattheendofthesemestertoask
folow-upquestionsregardingthemajorissuesbroughtupinthefirstinterviewsandthe
participants・reflectionsontheirexperiencesduringthesemester.
Questionnairesurvey.Aquestionnairesurveywasadministeredatthelastclasssession
toevaluatealtheparticipants・perceptionsofWCF.Onestudentwasabsent,andtheN-size
wasreducedto42.
Theparticipantswere,first,askedtoindicatetheirpreferenceforreceivingeitherform-
focusedfeedbackorcontent-basedfeedbackontheanswersheet;theywerealowedtochoose
bothalternatives.Thosewhoindicatedtheirdesireforform feedbackwerefurtheraskedto
indicate(a)theerrorcategoriesonwhichtheywantedfeedback(e.g.,syntax,lexicalitems
orphrases,paragraph construction devices,speling,mechanics),(b)theirpreferencefor
focusedorunfocusedfeedback(e.g.,alerrors,onemajortargetform,twoorthreeerror
typesperessay)and(c)theparticulartypesofdirectorindirectcorrectivefeedbackthey
preferred(e.g.,directerrorcorrection,useoferrorcodes,circlingorunderlining,indication
ofthenumberoferrorsperpage,metalinguisticexplanation,provisionofreformulated
samples).Multipleanswerswerepermitted.Theparticipantswhoindicatedtheirdesirefor
content-based feedback werefurtherasked to specify whetherthey preferred:(a)only
contentfeedback,(b)bothcontentandform feedback,(c)briefcommentsthatevidencedthat
theteacherhadreadtheiressaysand(d)positivecommentsthatencouragedthem towrite
more.Theirresponsestothesurvey questionsweredesignedtobecomparedwith the
interviewees・comments,althoughonlythemajorfindingsthatresonated,orwerecontrasted,
withtheinterviewresultsaresummarizedandreportedintheResultssection.
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Writingsample.Theresearcher/teachertrackedtheparticipants・self-correctionsfrom
Draft1toDraft2orfrom Draft2toDraft3,i.e.,inresponsetohisindirectWCFusing
codes.Thetypesofcorrection(form,content,andparagraph)andtheparticipants・response
(successfulrevision,unsuccessfulrevision,andnoresponse)werecross-tabulated,andany
interestingcharacteristicsobservedinthewaytheycorrectedtheirownerrorswererecorded
assupplementarydataforqualitativeanalysis.
InstrumentationandProcedureforDataAnalysis
Transcription.Al tapedinterviewswerefirsttranscribedverbatim andwerelater
editedtotheextentthatthemeaningsofmessageswerenotaffected.Researcherscan
choosetoeithertranscribeaninterview verbatim ortoeditittomakeitmorereadable
dependingonthepurposeandnatureoftheirresearch(Kvale,1996).Inthepresentstudy,
thewordsandsentencesthattheparticipantsusedwerebasicalypreserved,butunnecessary
ornonstandardlinguisticfeatures,suchasinterjections,falsestarts,coloquialsentence
endings,andunimportantrepetitions,weredeletedfrom thequotedtextsinordernotto
distractthereaders・attention.
Narrativeanalysis.Inordertounderstandlearners・perceptionsindepth,narrative
analysis(Connely& Clandinin,1990;Casanave,2005)wasconducted.Narrativepartswere
extractedfrom thetranscriptsandanalyzedinordertounderstandlearners・experiencesand
perceptionsandtofindcommonalitiesamongdifferentobservationsandstatementswithinor
betweentheparticipants(Bruner,1996;Polkinghorne,1997).Someinterviewees・observations
arequotedintheResultssection,usingpseudonyms,torelatetheirinterestingnarrativesto
theirpersonalbackgroundsandidiosyncrasies.
Analysisofnon-narrativedata.Sentence-levelstatementsthatdidnotconstitutestories
wereusedtosupportorbridgethenarrativedata,usingatraditionalsystem forcodingand
categorizinginterview data(Miles& Huberman,1994).A listofcodesoriginalyprepared
included:(a)positiveandnegativeaspectsofdirectWCF,(b)positiveandnegativeaspectsof
indirectWCF,(c)useoferrorcodesand(d)metalinguisticexplanation.Meaningfulideas,
facts,andkeywordsweremarkedinthetranscriptsandtentativelylabeledusingprovisional
codes.Whileexaminingthedata,theresearchercontinualyre-categorizedtheparticipants・
commentsusing additionalcodesto clustersimilarfactsand ideasforanalysisand
interpretation.
Results
PreferenceforDirectorIndirectWCF
Thefirstresearchpurposewastofathom JapaneseEFLwriters・overalpreferencefor
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eitherdirectWCForindirectWCF.Theparticipants・reactionsweremixed.Whereasal
interviewees(n＝10)agreedthatindirectWCFinvolvedthem incognitiveprocessingwhich
contributedtolanguageacquisition,someindicatedthatdirecterrorcorrectionservedsome
practicalpurposesaswel:i.e.,to help learnersidentify theirerrorsaccurately.The
questionnairesurvey(N＝42)indicatedthattheparticipantswerenotoverwhelminglyin
favorofeitherdirectorindirectWCF.Twenty-fiveperceiveddirecterrorcorrectionasthe
moreeffectiveoruseful,and20preferredindirectfeedback;11ofthelatterfurtherindicated
theirpreferencefortheuseofcodes.(Multipleanswerswerepermitted.)Fourpreferred
simpleorthographicenhancementsuchasunderliningorcircling.Twopreferredtheprovision
ofareformulatedstructurewithoutanycodeorexplanationabouttheerrortype.No
participantsindicatedtheirdesireforeithertheindicationofthenumberoferrorsperpage
orelaboratemetalinguisticexplanationsin end notes.In otherwords,they generaly
preferred thetypesoffeedback thatprovided enough information butwerenottoo
elaborate.Theirperceptionsofpositiveornegativefeaturesofeithermodeoffeedbackare
describedingreaterdetailbelow.
PerceptionsofIndirectWCF
PositivefeaturesofindirectWCF.IntheEFLcoursewherethepresentresearchstudy
wasconducted,themajormodeoffeedbackthattheteacherusedwasindirectWCFusing
error codes,although he provided metalinguistic explanations whenever he found it
appropriateand directly corrected thegrammaticalerrorson thelastdraftsforeach
writingassignmentor,occasionaly,onseconddraftswhenhedecidedthattheparticipants
wouldneverbeabletocorrectcertainerrorsbythemselves.Chihiro,Hanako,Satsuki,
Megumi,Izumi,and Yukiko emphasized that the teacher・s policy ofindicating the
ungrammaticalpartsandusingcodestoguidethem tocorrecttheirownerrorswasuseful
andappropriate.Aloftheotherintervieweesalsoconcurred,inonewayoranother,onthe
effectivenessoftheuseofacodingsystem.
花子：今やっている通り，線を引いて，形容詞が間違っているとか何が抜けているとかの方が，今の
やり方で大丈夫だと思います。
Hanako:Justlikeyou・redoingitnow,Ithinkit・sgoodtounderline［theungrammatical
parts］andindicatethat［forexample］anadjectiveismissing.(HanakoInterview1)
さつき：ヒントを出してもらった方が自分でも直せるし，間違っているところに気づけるかなと思い
ます。
Satsuki:Ifyougivemeahint,then,I・lnoticewhatiswrongandcancorrectitmyself.
(SatsukiInterview1)
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千尋：全部直す方法じゃなくって，間違っているところに下線とか引いて，ここが，あの，先生みた
いなやり方。
小川：コードが付いてる方が良いですか。
千尋：そうです。
Chihiro:Insteadofcorrectingtheerrorscompletely,［Ithinkit・sbetter］tounderlinethe
ungrammaticalpartsandindicatethisis［problematic］,justlikeyou・redoing.
Ogawa:Doyouthinktheuseofcodesishelpful?
Chihiro:Yes,Ido.(ChihiroInterview1)
Someintervieweesexplicitly indicated thattheuseofcodeswasmoreusefuland
effectivethanmereorthographicenhancementorelaboratemetalinguisticexplanation.Yuno,
forinstance,observedthatusingaverysimpleform ofindirectWCFwasproblematicand
emphasizedtheusefulfunctionofacodingsystem.Shefeltthat,iftheteachersimply
underlinedorcircledungrammaticalpartsorindicatedthenumberoferrorsshemadeper
page,shecouldnotidentifyherownerrorsandmightevendeleteorchangesomephrases
thatwerecorrectlycomposedinherearlierdrafts.
小川：もっと極端な場合，間違っているところに下線だけ引いておくとかですね，このページの中に
何個間違いがありますって書いてあって，あと自分で考えるというタイプもあるんですけども。
ゆの：うーん何個っていうところだと，なんか他の余計なところとか，ここいらないかもしれないっ
て，最初の物を削ってしまったり私はしてしまうので，あの，特定してもらった方がいいです。
O:Asan extremecase［ofindirectfeedback］,theteachermay simply underlinethe
ungrammaticalpartsineachstudent・swritingorindicatehowmanyerrorsshe・smade
onthatpage,guidingthestudenttotrytofindout［aboutthecharacteristicsofthe
errors］onherown.
Yuno:Wel,ifI・m only toldthenumberoferrorsI・vemade,Imay endupmaking
unnecessarychangesordeletingsomepartsintheoriginaltext,soI・dappreciatethe
teacher・sspecifyingthelocationandtypeofanerror.(YunoInterview1)
Thecodingsystem wasalsomorepopularthanmetalinguisticexplanations.Although
Megumiacknowledgedthattheexplanationofmajorerrortypesattheendofherparagraphor
essay washelpfulin itsown way,shepreferredtheteachertowriteacodeorbrief
commentinthemarginnearthelocationofeacherror.
恵：マークが付いていて自分で直す方がいいと思います。巻末に書いてあると，いいとは思うんです
けど，でもその都度なんかマークがあって，直していく方が。
Megumi:Ithinkit・sgoodtohavetheerrorsmarked［bytheteacher］andcorrectthose
errorsourselves.Thedescriptions［oferrortypes］attheendoftheessaywouldbe
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helpful,too,butIthinkit・smoreeffectiveifwefind［acodeorbriefcomment］atthe
locationofeacherrorandcorrectoneerroratatime.(MegumiInterview1)
Iflearnersmakethesametypeoferrorrepeatedly,itmaybemoreefficienttodescribe
therulesothattheycanremembertheruleandcorrectothererrorsofthesamekindby
themselves.However,theparticipantsinthepresentstudywereappreciativeofthemore
easily accessibleorunderstandableformsofindirectWCF,ratherthan metalinguistic
descriptionssummarizingthecharacteristicfeaturesoftheirlinguisticproblems.Inother
words,thelearnerslikedanarrangementtoinvolvethem incognitiveprocessingbut,atthe
sametime,neededtheteacher・shelpforidentifyingtheerrorsquickly,sothattheywould
nothavetospendanexcessivelylargeamountoftimeandenergyoneditingtasks.Overal,
thelearnerspreferredclearlynoticeableorunderstandablefeedbacktodetaileddescriptions
ofgrammaticalrules.
NegativefeaturesofindirectWCF.However,theprovisionofindirectWCFusingcodes
broughtanegativereaction from oneinterviewee.Hanako,whoapprovedtheteacher・s
policyofprovidingindirectfeedbackusingcodes,suggestedthatacomplexcodingsystem
couldentailaburdenonL2writers.Shesometimesexperienceddifficultyrememberingwhat
errortypeeachcodeindicated.Theteacherhadbeenawareofthisproblem beforehandand,
thus,hadtakentimetoexplainthemostfrequentlyusedcodeswhendistributingatableof
codesatthebeginningofthesemesterandurgedthem topaycloseattentiontothose
particularitems.Hehadalsopreparedarelativelyshortlist,whichdidnotexceedonepage
inlength.Thatis,preemptivemeasureshadbeentakennottooverwhelm thestudentswith
anumberofsymbolsanddefinitionslistedinthetable.Nonetheless,Hanakocouldnotfuly
utilizetheprovidedtable(e.g.,notunderstandingthatatripleunderlinebelow aletterin
lowercaseindicatedthatthelettershouldbecapitalizedandthatadoubleunderlinebelow
alargelettersuggestedtransformationintoasmalletter)andadmittedthatshehadlost
thehandoutbythetimeofherfirstinterview.Shepreferredtheteachertodescribethe
typeofanerrorinphrasesorshortsentences,insteadoflabelingungrammaticalpartswith
codes.
花子：ただ，何が何を直して欲しいっていう意味なのか，例えば3本下線を引いてあったり2本下線
引いてあったり，あれどっちだっけみたいな，例えばなっちゃうと思うので，その印に下にこう
いう意味だよって教えてくれた方がもしかしたら直しやすい
小川：表を配ってるんですけど，表を一回。
花子：えっ，表，うそ。
小川：表を配ったんですけどね。（笑い）
花子：じゃ失くしたかな
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Hanako:ButIsometimesdidn・tunderstandwhatkindoferroreach codemeant.For
example,Ifindatripleunderlineoradoubleunderlinebelowaletterandwonderwhich
oneindicateswhicherrortype.Imighthavebeenabletocorrecttheerrormoreeasily
ifyou・dwrittentheerrortypeunderneath.
O:ButIhadoncehandedoutatableofcodes.
Hanako:What?Table?Isthatso?
O:Ididhandoutatable(laughingly).
Hanako:Then,Imighthavelostit.(HanakoInterview1)
Inthiscase,shehadnotpaidcloseattentiontotheprovidedinformation,whereas
Izumi,another participant,stated thatshecould clearly understand whateach code
representedbyconsultingthedistributedhandout.Moreover,moststudents・draftsshowed
thattheyutilizedthecodestofindandcorrecttheirownerrorswithoutanytrouble.
Nonetheless,theclearimplicationisthatthecodesanddefinitions,whicharemeanttohelp
learners,canimposeaburdenonsomestudentsiftheyneedtosearchfortherelevantcode
amonganumberofitemsinthelist,andtherequirementforkeepingalistofcodesat
handforrepeateduseitselfmightcauseaproblem tosomelearners.
Tosum up,althoughmostparticipantsperceivedindirectfeedbackasaneffectiveform
ofWCF,iftheycannotfulyutilizetheprovidedcodeseitherbecauseoftheirfailuretopay
attentionorbecauseofacomplicatedfeedbacksystem,theeffectivefunctionsofindirect
feedbackmaybeimpairedorruined.Instead,directfeedbackorsimplerindirectfeedback
(e.g.,underlining)canbemoreusefulforcertainlearners.
PerceptionsofDirectWCF
PositivefeaturesofdirectWCF.WhileappreciatingindirectWCF,theparticipantsalso
perceiveddirectcorrectioninredinkasveryuseful.However,theirperceptionoftheroles
ofdirectWCFvariedfrom persontoperson,anddifferentlearnersreactedto,orutilized,
directcorrectiondifferently.
Satsukiperceiveddirecterrorcorrectionasusefulparticularlyfortheacquisitionof
complexsentencestructures,whichshebelievedtobecrucialforthecommunicationof
messages.Shefeltthat,whereastheabsenceofanindefinitearticlewasnotlikelytoaffect
themeanings,thegrammaticalstructureofacomplicatedsentence(e.g.,anSVOCsentence
pattern,relativeclauses,orhypotheticalconditionals)couldaffectreadabilityofherwriting,
andthatsheneededtolearntoassemblesuchstructuresperfectly.Asmentionedinthe
precedingsection,YunoindicatedherpreferenceforsomewhatexplicitindirectWCFrather
than orthographicenhancementbecause,ifshedid notprecisely understand whatthe
problemswere,shewouldneverlearnthetargetforms.Satsuki・sdesireforacquiringthe
targetform accuratelyresonatedwithYuno・sperceptionofanunderstandableanduseful
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form ofindirectfeedback.
さつき：そういう時は簡単な aとかが入ってないとかは括弧だけにしておいて，ここ重要だなみた
いなところは普通に直してあればいいかなと思います。
小川：重要なところを直接直してもらった方がいい？
さつき：はい。
Satsuki:Inthecaseofminorerrors,it・sgoodenoughfortheteachertoindicate,for
example,thataismissingbywritingapairofroundbracketswithemptyspacein
between.Butasfortheimportantgrammaticalforms,Ithinkit・sbettertocorrect
them directlyinthenormalway.
O:Youmeanyoupreferdirecterrorcorrectiononmajorgrammaticalforms?
Satsuki:Yes.(SatsukiInterview1)
ThefactSatsukiindicatedshepreferredtohaveerrorsfixed・inthenormalway・
impliedthatdirecterrorcorrectionwaswhatshe,andprobablyotherJapaneseEFLstudents,
hadreceivedinmostoftheprevioushigh-schooloruniversitycompositioncourses.
Anothermajorreasonwhytheparticipantspreferreddirecterrorcorrectionisthatthey
wantedtofinishthetaskofcorrectingalerrorsandhavingtheirfinaldraftsreadyfor
submissioninareasonablyshorttime.Hanako・sobservationbelowshowsthatherpriority
wastofinishherhomeworkassignments,ratherthantolearnlanguagethroughdrafting.
花子：上達っていう面では，文章自体はベースがあって変わらないので，そこで直してもらったとこ
ろを直す。自分でその，直すだけなので，上達というよりは，完成に近づけていくって
小川： つまり，つまり編集ですね。
花子：ですね。
Hanako:Talkingaboutimprovement,thestructuresofthesentencesthatIoriginalywrote
wilremainunchanged;Ijustrepairtheerrorspointedoutorcommentedon.So,I・m
justtryingtopolishthetexttocompleteit,ratherthanlearningmoreEnglish.
O:Inotherwords,youareeditingyourtext.
Hanako:IthinkIam.(HanakoInterview2)
AlthoughHanakohadagreed,inapreviouscontext,ontheusefulfunctionofindirect
WCFthatinducedcognitiveprocessing,sheclearlybelievedthatitwasnoteasyforherto
acquirenewformspermanentlythroughtheprocessofdraftingbasedonteacherfeedback.
Shepersonalyacknowledgedthelimitstoherlanguagelearningcapacity.Herimmediate
goalofL2writingwastocompleteherhomeworkassignments,andthesamefeelingwas
sharedbyseveralotherparticipants.
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千尋：でも文法学習，意識は常にしながら，でもタスク，宿題としてって感じです。
小川：はい。なるほどね。学習の一環ではあるけども，やはりひとつずつ取り組む場合は
千尋：ちゃんと提出目指してみたいなそういう感覚
Chihiro:But,whilebeingawarethatI・m supposedtolearngrammaticalforms,IfeelItend
tobewritingtofinishataskorhomeworkassignment.
O:Isee.Though it・spartofa languagelearning process,when you takeon each
assignment
Chihiro:IthinkI・m tryingtomakesurethatmyessayisreadyforsubmissionbythe
deadline.(ChihiroInterview2)
ChihiroandSatsukifurtherindicatedthattheypreferredtheteachertofindandfixal
errorsinonedraft.Suchanobservationprovidedadditionalevidencethattheyregardedal
in-classortake-homewritingactivitiesastaskstocomplete,ratherthanappreciatingthem
ashands-on training tolearn grammaticalforms.Likewise,anotherparticipantnamed
Megumi,whotookonetotwohoursoneachdrafttoproduceamuchlengthierwriting
thanherclassmates,statedthat,onceshehadcompletedadraftusinghercomputer,she
wouldjustprintitoutandhaveitreadyforsubmissionwithoutbotheringtofurther
elaborateonimportantissuesorpolishthesentence/paragraphstructures.Overal,tomany
oftheparticipants,L2writingpracticewasareal-lifetaskthattheywantedtofinishso
thattheywerereadytomoveontootheracademicornon-academicactivities.
Finaly,someparticipantsfeltthatdirectcorrectioncouldbemoreeffectivelyutilized
whencombinedwithadifferenttypeoffeedback:e.g.,teacher-studentconferences.For
instance,Meihadenteredtheuniversityonthehigh-schoolprincipal・srecommendationand
wasrequiredtotakeanEnglishessay-writingtestinplaceofanobjectiveEnglishtest.In
preparationfortheessaywritingtest,shehadpersonalyreceivedintensivetrainingin
paragraph-writingfrom herhigh-schoolteacher.Mei・shighschoolteacherhadcorrectedher
errorsdirectlybuthaddonesoinherpresencesothattheteacherandthestudentcould
negotiatethemeaningsandtheappropriateformstoexpressthem incontext.Meiherself
appreciatedthiscombinationofdirectcorrectionandinterpersonalinteractionswiththe
teacherasausefulandeffectiveapproach.Thatis,althoughtheteacher・sdirecterror
correctiondidnotengageherincognitivethinkingthroughtheuseoferrorcodes,the
teacher-studentinteractionsandnegotiationsservedthesamepurpose.
NegativefeaturesofdirectWCF.ThenotableweaknessofdirectWCFisthatitcan
deprivelearnersofopportunitiestodiscovergrammaticalrules:thisweaknesscorrespondsto
themajorstrongfeatureofindirectWCF.Yukikostraightforwardlyacknowledgedthatshe
tendedtocopytherepairedform ontoanewdraftmechanicalyafterreceivingdirecterror
corrections.She observed thatindirectfeedback thatinduced cognitive thinking was
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preferabletodirectcorrection,reflectingonthewaythatthelatterinterferedwithher
learning.
由紀子：先に直してもらってもう一回作り直すっていうと，やっぱり写すだけっていう風になってし
まうので，まあ自分で考えてやる方がいいと思います。
Yukiko:Ifwehaveourerrorscorrectedonthefirstdraftandturninanew draft,we・l
probablyendupcopyingthecorrectformstheteacherhasprovided.So,Ithinkit・s
betterforustothinkandcorrectourownerrors.(YukikoInterview)
Yukiko・sobservationwasaclear-cutcasethatevidencedtheirawarenessoftheweakness
ofdirectcorrection.However,notsurprisingly,someparticipantsexpressedtheirconfusion
abouttheeffectivefunctionsandineffectivesidesofdirectcorrection.Forinstance,Satsuki,
whoacknowledgedtheeffectivenessofindirectWCFusingacodingsystem,foundherselfin
adilemmabetweendirectcorrection,whichhelpedcorrecthererrorsaccuratelyandswiftly,
andprovisionofhintsonhererrors,whichguidedhertoacquiretargetformsthrougha
strugglingprocess.Usingaccurateformswasherprioritywhenproducingtextstosubmit.
Whereasshewasatypeoflearnerwhoexplorednew language-learning strategiesfor
independentstudy(e.g.,keepingadiaryinEnglishortranslatingasceneoutofanEnglish-
languagemovie),sherepeatedlyswitchedbacktothefocus-on-forms-orientedstrategyto
makesurethateachandeveryerrorwasrepairedahabitthatshemighthavedeveloped
inherhighschoolyears.Herinteractionwiththeinterviewerbelow showshow shewas
caughtinthemiddlebetweenherdesiretohavehermajorgrammaticalerrorscorrectedand
herwilingnesstomakeeffortstodiscovergrammaticalformsforlanguageacquisition.
小川：間違っていると気づいて直す。そういった認知的な処理を通すことによって言語習得が促進さ
れるって言われるんですけども，直接直したために，気づきがなくなってしまうってことは心配
しないですか。
さつき：あ，ちょっとなんかその全部教えてもらっちゃうと，自分で考えないから，だめになっちゃ
うかなって思うんですけど［小川：はい］ああ，はい，思います。
小川：思うけど，直接直した方がいい？
さつき：はい。
小川：それはやっぱり確実性って問題ですか。それともそちらの方が手っ取り早いとかですね。
さつき：合ってる方がいいなって思います。
O:Younoticeandcorrectyourownerrors:they［i.e.,someresearchers］saythatsuch
cognitiveprocessing facilitateslanguageacquisition.Aren・tyou afraid thatdirect
correction,incontrast,wilkeepyoufrom noticingyourownerrors?
Satsuki:Uh,asamatteroffact,Ithinkweprobablywon・ttrytothinkourselvesifweare
taughteverything,andit・snotgood.［O:Yes］Yes,Iagreebut...
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O:Butyoustilpreferdirectcorrection.
Satsuki:Yes.
O:Isthatbecauseyouwanttomakesurethateverythingiscorrect?Orisitbecauseyou
canfinishyourtaskmorequicklythatway?
Satsuki:IwanttomakesurethatmyusageofEnglishiscorrect.(SatsukiInterview2)
Asfurtherevidencethatsubstantialindividualdifferencesexist,Michiko・sreactionwas
auniqueandinsightfulcase.Whentheresearcher/intervieweraskedherwhichtypeof
feedback(i.e.,directerrorcorrectionorindicationofthelocationanderrortypeusingcodes)
shepreferred,sheindicatedherpreferencefordirecterrorcorrection,addingthatshecould
fulyutilizetheteacherfeedbackwithoutsufferinganynegativeeffectsatal.
美智子：赤で直してもらうのと，正しい文を書いてもらうのが私はとても助かりますね。
小川：で，赤で直してもらうとですね，まあそのまま写してしまうので，人によっては自分で考えて
自分のミスを直す方がいいと言う人もいるんですけども，それに関してどう思いますか。
美智子：私は先生に一回直してもらってから，またそれを自分で，先生の文章と似たような文章を自
分でどんどん書いていく人なので，私はそういうことはないです。
Michiko:Iwouldappreciatetheteacher・sdirectly correcting my errorsin redink or
providingreformulatedforms.
O:Iftheteachercorrectserrorsdirectly,learnersmaytendtomechanicalycopythe
correctedforms［onthenextdrafts］,sosomepeopleprefertothinkandcorrecttheir
ownerrors.Whatdoyouthinkaboutthisproblem?
Michiko:Inmycase,evenifIhaveanerrordirectlycorrectedbytheteacher,I・ltrytouse
therepairedform overandoveragaininnew piecesofwriting,andIwon・thaveany
problem atal.(MichikoInterview1)
IncontrastwithYukikowhostraightforwardlyacknowledgedthatshemightcopythe
correctedform ontoanew draft,Michikostatedthatshealwayscommittedherselfto
reflectingontheteacher・serrorcorrectionswhenworkingonnew paragraphsoressays
and,therefore,didnotfeelthatdirecterrorcorrectionwouldpreventherfrom acquiringthe
formsforlateruse.Shetook carefulnoteoftheteacher・sfeedback andreviewedthe
providedcommentsandcorrectionsbeforesubmittingnew drafts.Thatis,evenifdirect
feedbackisunilateralyprovided,aslongasleanersmakevoluntaryeffortstoutilize,or
recycle,theteacherfeedbackinaproductiveway,thenegativeeffectofdirectcorrection
mightbecontroledfor.ItisacknowledgedthatthedegreetowhichMichikorecycledthe
teacher・slessonsconsistently,orhowsolidlysheformulatedherowngrammaticalrules,has
yettobeconfirmed.Nonetheless,hercaseprovidedevidencethatsomeEFLstudentsmight
utilizethepassivelyprovidedfeedbackefficientlyinaproductiveway.
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Overal,theparticipantsrecognizedtheeffectivenessofbothdirectandindirectWCF.
However,thewayslearnersperceivedthepositiveandnegativeaspectsofdirectfeedback
differedfrom persontopersonmoregreatlythantheirperceptionsofindirectfeedback.
Discussion
ResearchQuestion1was:DoJapaneseEFL studentsgeneralyperceivedirecterror
correctiontobemoreeffectiveandusefulthanindirectWCF,ordotheyperceiveindirect
WCF asmoreeffective? Theparticipants・perceptionsand reactionsweremixed.Al
intervieweesunanimouslyagreedthattheireffortstorecognize,andrepair,theirownerrors
based on indirectWCF werelikely to resultin long-term retention oftargetforms.
Likewise,nearlyhalfthesurveyrespondentsindicatedtheirdesireforindirectWCF.Their
positivereactiontoanarrangementforself-correctionresonatedwiththeproposalbySwain
andLapkin(1995),QiandLapkin(2001),andSachsandPolio(2007):ESL writerswho
struggletorecognize,andfindsolutionsto,thelinguisticproblems,deepentheirnoticing
andthusacquiremoreaccurategrammaticalformsinL2writing.
However,theintervieweesalsobelievedthatprovisionofdirectWCFclarifiedthetarget
grammaticalformsandhelpedthem edittheirtextsswiftlyandaccurately,animportant
stepformasteringcomplexgrammaticalstructures.Morethanhalfofthequestionnaire
surveyrespondentsindicatedtheirpreferencefordirecterrorcorrection.Theparticipants・
desiretoprocessthefeedback quickly isunderstandablefrom alogisticpointofview
becauseundergraduatestudentsmajoringinEnglishlanguageandliteraturemustfinisha
substantialamountofhomeworkforeachofthemanyEFLandgeneraleducationcourses
theytakeduringthesemester.Theyareboundbyvariousreal-lifeconstraints.Ontheother
hand,theydonotwanttoleaveanyoftheirerrorsunrepaired,either.
Thesecondandthirdresearchquestionsprobedtheparticipants・perceptionofmore
specificfunctionsofdifferenttypesofdirectandindirectWCF.
ResearchQuestion2was:WhatdoJapaneseEFLstudentsperceivetobethepositive
andnegativefeaturesofindirectWCF?Whileacknowledgingthatcognitiveprocessingwas
indispensableforlanguageacquisition,severalparticipantsobservedthattheypreferredthe
easilyaccessible,orunderstandable,typesofindirectfeedback:i.e.,theuseofcodesor
clippedin-textnotes,whichwerewrittenclosetothelocationofanerrorandsuccinctly
describedtheerrortype,asopposedtolengthymetalinguisticexplanations.Theydidnot
wishtobeburdenedwithanoverlytime-consumingrewritingprocess.
OnenegativereactiontoindirectWCFconcernedthecomplexityofacodingsystem.A
longlistofcodesanddefinitionsthattheteacherprovidescanbewilderoroverwhelm
inexperienced L2writersand imposea burden on thosewho havelimited attentional
resources.Inotherwords,indirectWCFisusefulonlywhenstudentsunderstand,andare
abletofulyutilize,theprovidedfeedback.However,thisproblem canbe,atleastpartialy,
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solvedbytheteacher・sarrangementtomakethecodingsystem morelearner-friendly.
ResearchQuestion3was:WhatdoJapaneseEFLstudentsperceivetobethepositive
andnegativefeaturesofdirecterrorcorrection?Again,onepositivefeatureofdirectWCF
wasthatitenabledlearnerstoidentifythecorrectformsandrepairal,ormost,oftheir
errorsswiftly.Interestingly,however,theinterview resultsiluminated somecommon
environmentalorpsychologicalfactorsthataccountedfortheirpredilectionforquickand
accuratecorrection.Asonesuchfactor,theirendeavortofixeverysingleerror,ortheir
fearofbeingunabletoproducetarget-likeforms,wasclearlyderivedfrom thefocus-on-
forms-oriented L2training thatthey had received in high schoolwheretheteachers
emphasizedgrammaticalaccuracy.Japanesestudents・tendencytoretainthehigh-school
learningstrategyisnotuncommon(Ono,Midorikawa& Robson,2001).Particularly,the
participantsinthepresentstudypreferredtohavedirecterrorcorrectiononsomeofthe
complex structuralformswhich they wereunabletoassembleperfectly by themselves,
believingthatdirectfeedbackwasafail-safewaytofindthenative-likeformsandrepair
theirerrorsperfectly.
Anothercommondenominatorwasthattheparticipantstendedtopreferdirecterror
correctionorexplicitandclearlyunderstandableformsofindirectfeedbackbecausethey
perceivedwritingactivitiesastaskstofinish,insteadofhands-ontrainingforgradualy
acquiringgrammaticalforms.Althoughtheteacher・ssystematicprovisionofform-focused
feedbackwasintendedtodraw learners・attentiontotargetgrammaticalformsandhelp
them acquiretheaccurateformsthroughrepeateddrafting,theparticipantswereprimarily
concernedaboutthecompletionoftheirhomeworkassignments.Inordertoexpeditethe
completion oftheirtasks,they feltthatdirecterrorcorrection wasmoreusefulthan
indirectfeedback.Indirectfeedbackrequiredmoretimeandeffortsonthelearnersideand
didnotguaranteethattheywouldfindperfectformsintheend.Thiscanalsobethereason
whytheywantedtheteachertocorrectal,ormost,oftheirgrammaticalerrorsontheir
firstdrafts.
TheauthorofthispaperisinagreementwithFerris・s(2004)proposalthateditingcan
contributetoL2writers・acquisitionofgrammaticalformsaslongasitengageslearnersin
cognitiveproblem-solving(i.e.,byprovidingindirectcorrectivefeedbackandrequiringthem
torevisetheirtexts).However,iflearnerstendtofixtextsmechanicaly,itcanundermine
theroleofediting in languageacquisition.Itisacknowledgedthatthereisroom for
argumentwhetherlearnersshouldberequiredtospendalargeamountoftimeandenergy
forperfectlyaccurateusageinwhatisdesignedtobecommunicativewritingcourse.As
Manchon(2011)argued,writingitselfinducesL2writerstopaymoreattentiontolinguistic
formsandtodiscoursefeatures,and,thus,engagingthem inrepeatedwritingactivitiesmay
improvetheirwritingskilstoacertainextent.Nonetheless,itissafetoassumethatthe
participants・tendencytoregardL2writingasatasktofinishisposinganobstacletotheir
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efficientacquisitionofgrammaticalformsinL2learning.
DirectWCF hasaclearweaknessinthatlearnersaredeprivedofopportunitiesto
discovergrammaticalformsbythemselves.Thiscanbeexplainedbythefocus-on-form
theorythatdirectprovisionofisolatedmodelforms(i.e.,focus-on-formsinstruction)does
notfacilitatelanguageacquisition(Long,1983,1991;Swain,1985;Schmidt,1990).However,
differentparticipantsin thisprojectreactedtothisissuedifferently.Someindividuals
straightforwardlyacknowledgedthattheyweretemptedtocopytheformsthattheteacher
hadrepairedandthoughtthatthecorrectformsmightnotremainintheirlong-term
memory,whereasonestudentarguedthatshewouldrecyclethereformulatedstructuresin
new piecesofwritingatherowndiscretion.Thus,thebestinstructionalalternativemight
betoprovideanoptimalcombinationofindirectanddirectWCF,dependingonlearners・
proficienciesandlearningexperiences,aswelastheclassroom situations.
Itisinterestingtonoticethat,asfarasconscientiousorenthusiasticlearnersare
concerned,theirattitudetowardwritingactivitiesitselfchangedovertime.Oneconscientious
participant,whotriedtolearnEnglishbyutilizingvariouslanguage-learningstrategies,
statedinthefirstinterview thatitwouldbetroublesomeandtiringtocorrectnewly-
discoverederrorsdraftafterdraft.However,thesamestudentlaterimpliedthatshewas
makingeffortstodevelopherownpersonallanguagelearningactivities,insteadofbeing
preoccupiedwithhertasktofinishhomework.Herperception,aswelasherpractice,might
havechangedoverthesemester.Anotherparticipant,whotookonetotwohoursoneach
drafttoproducealongandinformativeessay,hadalsostatedduringthefirstinterview
thatshewasinahabittofinishupherdraftatonceandhaveitreadyforsubmission.
Then,later,reflectingonhercourse-workexperiences,sheobservedthatshehadrealized
thatcertaingrammaticalstructureswereusefulforexpressingherideasintheprocessof
draftingandhadactualyacquiredthoseforms.Yetanotherparticipanthadtrainedwith
herhigh-schoolteachertowriteEnglishessaysinordertoachieveherreal-lifepurposeof
passinganentranceexamination,but,duringtherepeatedprocessofwriting,receiving
feedback,andrevising,shebecameawareofthefactthatshewasbenefitingfrom the
providedform-focusedfeedback.
Thatisto say,someexperienced orconscientiousEFL writersstarted taking on
draftingmoreasopportunitiesforgraduallanguageacquisition.Thus,thereisastrong
possibilitythatothergroupswithdifferentbackgroundsorL2proficienciesmightreactto
thewritingassignmentsdifferentlyandthatthesamelearners・attitudemightchangein
theprocessoftheirlong-term languagelearningexperience.
Conclusion
Thepresentstudy showedthattheparticipantsacknowledged,andappreciated,the
usefulfunctionofindirectWCF,whichwasintendedtoguidethem toacquirelinguistic
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formsthroughcognitiveprocessing.Atthesametime,someindicatedastrongdesirefor
directerrorcorrectionbecauseitenabledthem tolocateandrepairtheirerrorswithoutfail.
Theirpreferencetoedittheirdraftscompletelymighthavederivedfrom thefocus-on-forms-
orientedinstructioninJapanesehighschool.Furthermore,theirpreferencefordirecterror
correction,orinstantlyunderstandableformsofindirectWCF,wasrelatedtotheirtendency
toperceiveL2paragraph/essaywritingasatasktofinish,ratherthanhands-ontraining
tobuilduplanguage-learning experiencesovertime.Moreinterestingly,however,their
attitudetowardtheprovidedtasksturnedouttobedynamic,andlearnerswithdiverseL2
learningexperiencesorgreaterattentionalresourcestendedtomakeconsciouseffortsto
utilizerepeateddraftingforlanguagelearning.
Thepresentstudyisanactionresearchstudy,andthepedagogicalimplicationsforthe
pertinentEFLwritingcoursecanbesummarizedasfolows.
First,theteachershouldbasicalycontinuetousethecodingsystem toguideJapanese
EFL learnerstonoticeandrepairtheirownerrorsbecausetheparticipantsthemselves
acknowledgeditsusefulness.Oneinevitableproblem withdirectcorrectionisthatmany
learners,ifnotal,aretemptedtomechanicalycopythecorrectformsprovidedbythe
teacher.Thus,providingindirectWCFatonestageoranother(preferablyonearlydrafts)
tomakelearnersanalyzetheirownproblemsisindispensable.Atthesametime,theteacher
mayrepeatedlyencouragelearnerstoexperimentwithdifferentsentencestructuresand
vocabularyitemsandkeeprevisingtheentiretexts,insteadofmechanicalycorrectingthe
indicatederrors.
Second,theteachermustpaycloseattentiontoindividuallearners・improvementinL2
writingskilsandtheirperceptionsoftheeffectivenessofdirectandindirectWCFateach
developmentalstagesothathecanadjustthetypesofWCF toprovide.Theadvanced
learnerswhokeeptothefocus-on-formswritingstrategydespitetheirlongL2learning
experienceshouldbeguidedtodiscovergrammaticalformsandrepairtheirownerrors
throughindirectfeedback.However,asfornoviceorlow-proficiencylearnerswhocannot
fulyrespondtoWCF withcodesormetalinguisticexplanations,directerrorcorrection
mightbeapracticalsubstituteincertaincontexts.Itmightbecounterproductivetopuzzle
them withanexcessivelygreaternumberofcodesorlengthymetalinguisticexplanations.At
the same time,the teacher mustalso remember thatstrongly motivated or highly
conscientiouslearnerssometimesutilizeeventhedirectlyprovidedformsinacreativeway
andbuilduptheirownlearningstrategies.
Third,thetypesofWCF shouldalsobeflexiblychosendependingonthetypesof
grammaticalerrors.Forexample,ifastudentmissesadefinitearticlebeforeanounthat
hasalreadybeenmentionedinthesameparagraph,abriefexplanationaboutanaphoraor
adirectionto・insertthebeforethepreviouslymentioneditem orobject・wilbemoreuseful
sothatshecancontinuetoapplytheruleinherfuturewriting.Ontheotherhand,an
―32―
incorrectpartofalexicalphrasemaybebestcorrecteddirectlyintheform ofared-inkedit
becauselearnersaremostlikelytorememberunanalyzedchunksandretrievethem asthey
are.Furthermore,thereareuntreatableerrorsthateventheadvancedlearnerscannotrepair
by themselves(e.g.,complicatedrun-on sentencesorcertain typesofsentence-structure
problems),and,regardingsuchtypesoferrors,directerrorcorrection,combinedwithsome
metalinguisticexplanations,maybemoreeffective.
Fourth,regardingtheindirectWCFusingcodes,theteacher,particularlywhenteaching
first-yearcolegeEFLwritingcourses,isadvisedtodevelopaneasilyunderstandableand
usablecodingsystem.Thetableofcodesshouldbethoroughlyeditedsothatthecodes,
definitions,andexamplesaresufficientandnotexcessivelycomplex.Preemptivemeasures
arecrucialyimportantinordertocontrolforthisproblem,althoughitisacknowledged
thatsomelearnersmaystilfailtoattendtotheprovidedtableofcodes.Theteachermust
alwayskeepinmindthatacodingsystem canpresentachalengetosomelearnersandtry
tocheckandconfirmrepeatedlyoverthesemesterifthelearnersareutilizingthecodes
appropriately.
Fifth,themosteffectivealternativeistouseanoptimalcombinationofseveraldifferent
typesofdirectorindirectWCF,takingthecharacteristicsofthelearnersandtheL2
environmentintoconsideration.Inadditiontothecombinationofdirectcorrection,useof
codes,andmetalinguisticexplanation,theteachercanalsoofferteacher-studentconferences
eitherinoroutsideofclasstoindividuallearnersafterprovidingWCFontheirdrafts,
sothelearnerswilhaveachancetoclarifythelinguisticproblemsthattheycannotsolve
bythemselves.ExploringaneffectiveandpracticalcombinationofdifferentformsofWCF
andwritingtasksforeachparticulargroupoflearnersateachdevelopmentalstagemight
betheultimategoalforEFLwritingteacherstopursue.
Finaly,itisimportanttostartguidinglearnerstotakeonwritingassignmentsasan
autonomouslearningprocess,insteadofbeingoverlydependentonteacherfeedback.The
participantsinthepresentstudywereconscientiousenoughtopayattentiontoteacher
feedbackandtrytorepairasmanyerrorsaspossible.Then,thenextstageisforthem to
acquirestrategiesand techniquestotrack and log theirown errorpatterns,makea
checklist,andrepairmostofthetreatableerrorsbeforesubmittingtheirfirstdraftstothe
teacher.
Thepresentstudy laid an indispensablefoundation for severalfolow-up studies.
Whereasthepurposeofthisstudywaslimitedtounderstandinglearners・perceptionsofthe
effectivenessofdirectand indirectWCF,futureresearch studiescan bedesigned to
longitudinalytrackEFLlearners・acquisitionofgrammaticalformsinresponsetoteacher
feedback.Thecorrelationsbetweentheirlinguisticimprovementandtheirperceptionofthe
rolesofdirectandindirectWCFmightbeevaluatedcontinualy.
Anothermajorissueforinvestigation,relatedtoL2learners・acquisitionofgrammatical
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forms,isthoroughanalysisoftreatableanduntreatableerrors.Althoughearlierstudies
haveproposedawaytodifferentiatetreatableanduntreatableerrors(Ferris,2006),the
typesofgrammaticalerrorsthatL2 learnerscannotautonomously dealwith differ,
depending on L2environment(e.g.,EFL,ESL,writing ofdiscipline-based papers)and
linguistic proficiency (Ferris,2011).Clarification of the particular types of sentence
structuresthatdifferentgroupsofJapaneseEFL studentsfinddifficultwouldprovide
usefulandmeaningfulinformationonthisissue.
InadditiontodeterminingthedegreetowhichWCFfacilitatesstudents・acquisitionof
particulargrammaticalforms,itisworthwhiletoconductmoreinterviewstoprobeintothe
psychologicalimpactthatindividuallearnerswith differentpersonality traitsreceivein
specificlearningcontexts.Evenadirectlyprovidedexemplarmaybeimprintedincertain
learners・memoryinstantaneouslyandsemi-permanentlywhensomepsychologicalfactors
comeintoplayandmakethem attendcloselytothetargetform inrealtime.Learners・
individualdifferencesmaybequalitativelyevaluatedbyadministeringin-depthunstructured
orsemi-structuredinterviewswhereasthetreatableanduntreatableerrorscanbedetermined
morepreciselythroughquantitativetextanalyses.
Again,thepresentstudywaslimitedtotheinvestigationofasmalstudentgroup・s
perceptionofvarioustypesofdirectandindirectWCF,nottheeffectsofWCFonlanguage
acquisitionperse.However,thoroughunderstandingofthestudents・innerthoughtsand
theirbackgroundsthathaveled them to respond to directand indirectfeedback in
particularwaysisanindispensablefoundationforfuturestudiesontheeffectsofWCFon
JapaneseEFLlearners・acquisitionofchalenginggrammaticalforms.Consequently,itis
believed thatthepresentstudy hasmadeaminorbutimportantcontribution tothe
understandingoftherolesofteacherfeedbackinL2writing.
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